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1 

Federal Government Comments 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 
F1 – United States Department of the Interior 

F1-1 F1-1:  Comment acknowledged.  
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Federal Government Comments 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 
F2 – United States Environmental Protection Agency – Page 1 

F2-1:  Comment acknowledged.  See responses to EPA’s letter below and with 
respect to detailed comments attached to EPA’s letter.  F2-1 



3 

Federal Government Comments 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 
F2 – United States Environmental Protection Agency – Page 2 



4 

Federal Government Comments 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 
F2 – United States Environmental Protection Agency – Page 3 

F2-2:   See section 4.8.7.   F2-2 



5 

Federal Government Comments 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 
F2 – United States Environmental Protection Agency – Page 4 

F2-3:   See Sections 4.11 and 4.1.2  

F2-4:   See section 4.3.5.   

F2-3 

F2-4 

F2-5 F2-5:   See footnote #10 in section 2.4.1.3 for E-library link to SPCC Plan.  The 
SWPPP will be developed as required for the NPDES Permit by Freeport 
LNG prior to filing the NOI. 



6 

Federal Government Comments 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 
F2 – United States Environmental Protection Agency – Page 5 

F2-6:  See section 4.8.7.  

F2-7:  See section 4.8.2.1.   

F2-8:  See section 4.12.1.   

F2-6 

F2-7 

F2-8 
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Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



8 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



9 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



10 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



11 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



12 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting7 



13 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



14 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



15 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-1 
T1-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 



16 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1– Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-2 
T1-2:     Vessel backing noise is addressed in section 4.11.2 of the EIS. 

T1-3 
T1-3:     As noted in section 4.11.1.2, Freeport LNG would employ proven 

construction practices, such as water sprays and dust suppressants, to control 
fugitive dust emissions during construction.  We do acknowledge that dust 
would have an impact on residents of Quintana Island. 



17 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-4 
T1-4:     Safety issues and controls are addressed in section 4.10.2.  Air monitoring is 

addressed in section 4.11.1. 



18 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-5 

T1-5:  The facility has been designed, and would be required, to comply with local, 
state and federal (NAAQS) health based and other air regulations. In 
addition, as noted in response T1-4, public safety is reviewed as part of our 
analysis, and safety and warning systems would be required to be in place 
before the LNG facility would become operational.  



19 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-6 
T1-6:  See response to T1-4. 



20 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-7 T1-7:  Comment acknowledged. 

 



21 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-7 

cont’d 



22 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-7 

cont’d 



23 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-8 T1-8:  Commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted. 

 



24 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-9:  Comment acknowledged.  

 T1-9  



25 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-9  
T1-9:  The Pretreatment Plant portion of the project is covered under 49 CFR 192 

and is being addressed as part of the review of the entire Freeport LNG 
Projects.  

T1-10:  See response to T1-5. 
T1-10 



26 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-11 

T1-11:   The Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial 
area”. 



27 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-12 
T1-12:  Noise impacts to the residents near the treatment plant are detailed in section 

4.11.2. 

 



28 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-12 

cont’d 



29 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-12 

cont’d 



30 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-13 T1-13:  Traffic issues are discussed in sections 4.8.5 and 4.12.4 of the EIS. 

  



31 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



32 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-14 T1-14:   As noted in section 2.4.1.1, the proposed Liquefaction Plant footprint and 
adjacent laydown areas would require significant site improvements 
including clearing, grubbing, soil stabilization, backfilling, and grading 
activities, “some cutting and filling would be required to smooth out 
topographic irregularities and an average two-foot depth or 528,000 yd3 of 
additional fill material (clay top soil) would be needed. In addition,  the 
section of the former DMPA outside of the existing terminal site would 
require considerable improvement and stabilization to provide a load 
bearing surface for crane access and construction. The techniques used to 
improve the soils would be similar to those adopted during Phase I facility 
construction. Various stabilizers may be added, including hydrated lime, 
Portland cement, fly ash, and other admixtures. Where needed, appropriate 
geotextiles and aggregate materials (e.g., gravel and crushed stone) would 
be used to level and finish laydown and operational areas. 



33 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



34 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-15 T1-15:   See response to TI-14 

 



35 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-16 

T-16:    The FERC recognizes that estimating the dispersion of the vapor cloud is an 
important step in addressing potential hazards. Methods for controlling 
spills or releases are  discussed in section 4.10.5 for the facilities at the 
terminal and in section 4.10.6 for the Pretreatment Plant.  The FERC has 
also recommended that Freeport provide detailed drawing and calculations 
to verify the total volume of the Propane Collection Area B impoundment 
prior to the end of the EIS comment period.  

T1-16 
cont’d 



36 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



37 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-17 
T1-17:   Section 4.12 discussed other projects in the area and cumulative impacts. 



38 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-19 

T1-19:  Section 4.12.4 discusses GHG emissions and climate change. 

T1-18 

T1-18:   Air emissions from the operation of the Liquefaction Plant, and  
Pretreatment Plant stationary sources would be minimized by using electric-
powered equipment, high-efficiency equipment, state of the art emission 
controls, burning natural gas, and using proper maintenance and operating 
procedures. In addition, Freeport LNG would obtain air quality permits from 
the USEPA and the TCEQ for the Liquefaction Plant and the Pretreatment 
Plant and would be required to operate in compliance with any conditions 
established in its air permits.  



39 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



40 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-20 
T1-20:  See  response to T1-18. 



41 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-21 

T1-21:  The EIS is not intended to be a determination of  Project need. It is the 
duty and authority of the FERC’s Commissioners to determine if the 
Project is in the public’s convenience and  necessity during its 
evaluation and review, prior to authorization.  Applicants propose 
projects and present their objectives, and  the FERC reviews those 
proposals, including producing an environmental document to satisfy 
NEPA. The CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA (at 40 CFR 
1502.13) only require that the EIS “briefly specify the underlying 
purpose and need to which the agency is responding…”. The 
Commission will more fully consider the need for the Project when 
making its decision on whether or not to authorize the Project.  

T1-22 T1-22:  See T1-17. 



42 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-23 
T1-23:  The EIS considers impacts that could occur over the entire life of the facility 

to the extent possible.  



43 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-25 

T1-24:   Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act Freeport would be required to 
acquire industrial storm water permits and storm water constructions 
permits. Freeport LNG would also be required to adhere to the requirements 
of a Stormwater Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP Plan) and its SPCC 
Plan to ensure the avoidance of indirect impacts from stormwater runoff and 
or accidental spills on the wetlands. Freeport LNG would also provide 
compensatory mitigation for wetlands in accordance with the USACE 
regulatory requirements.  With the avoidance measures identified and our 
recommended condition for compensatory wetland replacement, we 
concluded that the impacts on wetlands due to construction and operation of 
the Projects would not be significant. 

T1-24 

T1-25:   See response to T1-10.  



44 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-26 

T1-26:  Section 4.7.2.1 addresses impacts to recreational activity in the area. Based 
on our review, we do not anticipate that the Freeport LNG projects would 
have any noticeable impact on recreation resources in the vicinity.  

T1-27 

T1-27:  Comment acknowledged. 



45 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



46 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



47 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



48 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



49 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



50 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



51 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



52 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



53 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-28 

T1-28:  The ERP plan is addressed in section 4.10.7 and 4.8.3.1 of the EIS.  



54 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



55 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-29 
T1-29:  See response T1-4. 



56 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-30 
T1-30:   See response to T1-2. 



57 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-31 
T1-31:  See response T1-28. 



58 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



59 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



60 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



61 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



62 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-32 

T1-32:  The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the export 
of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC the 
authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  with 
respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new domestic 
facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. However, the 
Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any authority to 
approve or disapprove the import or export of the commodity itself or to 
consider the type of issues raised by the commenter as part of the FERC’s 
public interest determination.  

 



63 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-33 

T1-33:  Comment acknowledged. See response T1-10. 

T1-34 

T1-33:  Comment acknowledged. See response T1-10. 



64 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-35 

T1-34: See response to T1-2. 
T1-34 

T1-35:  See section 4.7.3. 



65 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-36 

T1-36:  Comment acknowledged.  See section 3.3.2. 

 

T1-37 
T1-37:    We would have routine environmental inspections which may include 

ensuring that Freeport LNG would use the mitigation measures they 
commit to.  



66 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-38 T1-38:  See response to T1-10. 

 



67 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-39 T1-39:  Home values are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. 



68 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-40 T1-40:  See response to T1-28. 



69 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



70 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



71 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-41 T1-41:  Comment acknowledged. 

 



72 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-42 T1-42:   See section 4.10.4 for siting requirements. 



73 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-43 T1-43:  Comment acknowledged. 



74 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-44 T1-44:  Comment acknowledged. 



75 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-45 T1-45:  Comment acknowledged.  



76 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-46 
T1-46:  Comment acknowledged.  

 



77 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-47 

T1-47: Comment acknowledged.  

 



78 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-48 

T1-48:  As noted in section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport LNG’s 
mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design Plan 
(FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds would be minor.  
Section 4.5.2 addresses the Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge. 

 

T1-49 

T1-49: Comment acknowledged.   

T1-50 

T1-50: See response to T1-32.  



79 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



80 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-51 

T1-51:   See section 4.8.2 of the final EIS. 



81 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



82 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-52 T1-52:  Comment acknowledged. 



83 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-53 T1-53:  Comment acknowledged.  



84 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



85 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-54 T1-54:  Comment acknowledged. We acknowledge in the EIS that there will be 
significant and unavoidable adverse impacts on the town during 
construction and we discuss impacts of Freeport LNG’s purchase program 
section 4.8 of the EIS. 



86 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



87 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-55 T1-55:  See response to T1-39. 



88 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-56 

T1-56:  Comment acknowledged.  The U.S. Coast Guard (Coast Guard) is the 
federal agency responsible for determining the suitability of waterways for 
LNG marine traffic.   

 The ships traffic impacts were addressed in the original Phase I final EIS 
and the Phase II environmental assessment.  We have additional discussion 
in section 4.8.6 of the EIS. 



89 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-56 
cont’d 



90 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-57 

T1-57:   See Section 4.3.2 for a discussion of potential impacts to groundwater from 
Project construction and operation.  



91 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-58 T1-58:  Comment acknowledged. 



92 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-58 
cont’d 



93 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-59 T1-59:  The Pretreatment Plant would be natural gas-fired.  The Liquefaction units 
would be electric motor-driven/powered.  



94 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



95 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-60 
T1-60:  The ERP is addressed in section 4.0.7 and 4.8.3.1 of the EIS. 



96 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



97 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-61 
T1-61: Comment acknowledged.   



98 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



99 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



100 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



101 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



102 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



103 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



104 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



105 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 



106 

Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 
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Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 

T1-62 
T1-62:  See section 4.10. 
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Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 
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Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 
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Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 
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Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 
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Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Freeport LNG Transcript from Public Meeting 
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Transcript Comments 

TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
T1 – Site Visit after Hearing 

T1-64 
T1-64:  The area referred to as the “thumb” located at the Dow plant was assessed as 

a possible alternative and found not to be practicable. See section 3.0. 
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State Government Comments 

STATE GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 

S1 – Texas Parks & Wildlife (May 5, 2014)  - Page 1 

S1-1 
S1-1:  The FERC defers to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,  a cooperating 

Agency in the Freeport LNG Project review, in regards to wetland impacts 
and mitigation. 
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State Government Comments 

STATE GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 
S1 – Texas Parks & Wildlife (May 5, 2014) – Page 2 

S1-2 
S1-2:  The final EIS, in section 4.5.3 recommends that Freeport LNG avoid 

vegetation clearing during the primary nesting season for migratory birds, 
April 1 through July 15.   
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State Government Comments 

STATE GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 
S1 – Texas Parks & Wildlife (May 5, 2014) – Page 3 

S1-3 S1-3:  Section 4.6.1.2 addresses species and mitigation from TPWD county lists. 
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State Government Comments 

STATE GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 
S1 – Texas Parks & Wildlife (May 5, 2014) – Page 4 

S1-4 
S1-4:  Section 4.4.1.2, 4.5.3, Table 4.5.3-1 and 4.6.1.2 addresses the lack of 

appropriate habitat in the Project area for tree nesters, including the Bald 
Eagle.   

S1-5 

S1-5:  Section 3.4 addresses the presence of potential rookery habitat in the Project 
area. 
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State Government Comments 

STATE GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 
S1 – Texas Parks & Wildlife (May 5, 2014) – Page 5 

S1-6 S1-6:  The FERC defers to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,  a cooperating 
Agency in the Freeport LNG Project review, in regards to wetland impacts 
and mitigation. 



119 

Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L1 – Johnson Radcliffe Petrov & Bobbitt PLLC for City of Quintana – Page 1 

L1-1 

L1-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 The EIS text incorporates Brazoria County as the study area since the 
projects are wholly within the county. 

 See section 4.7.3 to review the discussion of visual impacts. 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L1 – Johnson Radcliffe Petrov & Bobbitt PLLC for City of Quintana – Page 2 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L1 – Johnson Radcliffe Petrov & Bobbitt PLLC for City of Quintana – Page 3 

L1-2 

L1-2:  Section 4.8.5 discussed traffic impacts. 

 

 

L1-3: As noted in section 4.5.1.1 we have looked at the potential wildlife impacts 
from the Projects.   Wetlands would be mitigated as discussed in section 
4.3.5.1. 

 

 

L1-3 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L2 – Harold Doty – Page 1  

L2-1 L2-1:  Transportation impacts are detailed in section 4.8.5. 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L2 – Harold Doty – Page 2  
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L2 – Harold Doty – Page 3  
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L2 – Harold Doty – Page 4 

L2-2 

L2-2:  Thank you for submitting this information.  The text within the EIS has been 
updated to incorporate the Seaway DMPA. 

 



126 

Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L2 – Harold Doty – Page 5  

L2-3 

L2-3:  Traffic impacts are discussed in section 4.8.5. 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L2 – Harold Doty – Page 6 

L2-4 

L2-4:  Refer to Section 4.10.  The FERC has recommended a condition that final 
design shall include the details of the vapor fences as well as procedures to 
maintain and inspect the vapor  fences provided to meet the siting provisions 
of 49 CFR Part 193.2059.    
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 1 

L3-1 
L3-1:  Information provided by Freeport LNG has been made public and is 

available on the FERC library.   

Note:   Because of the lengthy attachments to this comment letter.  We are only 
including the summary letter. 

 The attachments can be found under Assession No.  20140505-5239 in 
our E-library system. 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 2 

L3-3  L3-3:  Freeport’s Final Traffic Impact Study was submitted as part of the public 
record on November 14, 2012.  Freeport LNG submitted the Freeport LNG 
Liquefaction Project Transportation Management Plan on May 1, 2014 at 
the FERC’s request. Traffic issues are addressed in this document in section 
4.8.5.  

 

 

L3-2:  Section 4.5.3, which addresses impacts and mitigation for migratory birds, 
has been revised.  

 

L3-2 

L3-4:  Section 4.10.5 of the draft EIS addresses spills from unloading arms.  We 
assessed impacts associated with the export of LNG, the use of LNG carriers 
and LNG spills over water in our previous EIS for LNG import.  As the 
number of vessel trips/vessel size has not changed under the proposed 
Liquefaction Project, this issue was not assessed further.  

 Freeport LNG is required to comply with its Spill Pollution Control and 
Countermeasure plan, which addresses the accidental discharge of hazardous 
materials.  

 

 

L3-4  
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 3 

L3-4 
cont’d 

L3-5  

L3-5: See Section 4.10.5  
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 4 

L3-5 
cont’d 

L3-6:  See Section 4.10.5 

  

 

L3-6 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 5 

L3-7 

L3-7:  Refer to Section 4.10. 

L3-8:  On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in response 
to a FERC Data Request. This initial Evacuation Plan describes Freeport 
LNG’s public notification procedures, public evacuation procedures, 
potential available evacuation routes, including assembly areas, marine 
pickup points, land evacuation routes and marine evacuation routes as well 
as vessel transit routes.  Additional information on the Evacuation Plan and 
emergency response procedures are discussed in Section 4.10.7 of the EIS.  

L3-8 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 6 

L3-8 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 7 

L3-8 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 8 

L3-8 
cont’d 

L3-9  
L3-9:  Geologic hazards are thoroughly addressed in section 4.1.  



136 

Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 9 

L3-10 

L3-10: Freeport LNG is not using the dredge fill as a plant foundation 
platform.  All critical foundations for the Project will be supported 
on deep pile foundations with a penetration of 100 feet or more.  
This approach is customary for construction of facilities in soft 
soil or unsuitable fill material.  Ground improvement will be used 
to improve the near-surface dredge fill to allow movement of 
construction equipment and support of lightly loaded shallow 
foundations.  Driven concrete piles have been used for structures 
in similar environments and have supported the loads for 50 years 
or more.  In fact, driven concrete piles were successfully used for 
the support of much heavier and larger existing tanks near the site.  
The depth of the piles will depend on the structural loads and 
subsurface conditions.  The geology of the subsurface soils 
consists of dredge fill overlying recent deposits consisting of 
alluvial, deltaic and beach, bay and marsh deposits.  These 
deposits are underlain by the Beaumont formation consisting of 
interlayered stiff to hard clays and dense sands. 

 
 A more comprehensive description of the strata at depths at the 

Liquefaction Plant site is provided in section 6.2.2.12 of the public 
version of Resource Report 6 dated August 28, 2014.  Boring logs 
from the geotechnical investigation are considered privileged are 
not available to the public. 

 The Pretreatment Plant will be founded on deep piles and as with 
LNG facility the final depths of the piles will be determined during 
the final design phase.  As stated in the EIS, structures proposed for 
the borrow pit area will also be founded on deep piles and shallow 
foundations are not recommended in the areas of the borrow pit 
which are to be backfilled. On site clayey materials, if used as fill, 
will likely require lime or cement stabilization.  The fill will be 
compacted to a level determined during detailed design but will at 
least be compacted to 90 percent relative compaction as a minimum. 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 10 

L3-11: Fugro has recommended monitoring for the LNG 
facility but monitoring of the pipelines is not 
considered necessary because pipelines have 
sufficient flexural capacity to accommodate relative 
movement associated with growth fault effects. 

L3-12: The site consists of clayey soils in the top 48 feet and a 
potentially liquefiable sand layer between depths of 48 and 
62 feet.  As stated in the EIS, because of the low potential of 
seismic ground shaking predicted at the Liquefaction Plant 
and the Pretreatment Plant, the associated risk of liquefaction 
is negligible.  Regarding liquefaction due to machine 
vibrations, the clayey soils above the sand layer will damp 
out any vibration due to operation of machinery.  
Furthermore, the vibrations from the machinery are not of 
sufficient amplitude to cause liquefaction at the depth at 
which the sand layer is present. Therefore, we have 
concluded that additional liquefaction studies are not 
necessary. 

 

L3-11 

L3-12 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 11 

L3-13 

L3-14 

L3-13: As stated in the EIS subsidence in the Freeport area has been greatly 
reduced because of a reduction in pumping of groundwater from the 
Chilcot aquifer.  Subsidence predicted through 2050 is approximately 
one foot according to the Brazoria County Conservation District.  Also 
as indicated in section 6.5.4 of the public version of Resource Report 
6, long term sea level rise is estimated at 4 inches for the Project life of 
the facility. Given the elevation of the Liquefaction Plant site, the 
combination of the subsidence and sea level rise are considered 
adequately addressed in the Freeport design.  Dr. Clark also mentions 
subsidence effects from deep basin downwarping in Appendix B but 
does not go into detail.  This regional effect would take place over 
large areas and as such, would not cause significant differential 
movement on the Project. 

 

L3-14: No levee upgrades are currently included in the scope of the 
Freeport LNG Project. There are plans to stabilize and improve 
the slopes of the Liquefaction Plant site but that would not 
change how water is directed in the event of a storm surge.  
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 12 

L3-16 

L3-15 

L3-15: As stated in the public version of Resource Report 6, section 
6.5.2.1, the Liquefaction Plants aboveground facilities are 
proposed to be constructed behind a protective berm located 
0.25-mile from the shoreline.  This indicates that concerns 
related to shoreline erosion will be minimal.   

L3-16: The Stratton Ridge Salt Dome is not part of the Freeport LNG 
Projects. 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 13 

L3-17 

L3-17:  Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility. The FERC has adopted the EPA 
determination that noise levels should not exceed an Ldn of 55 dBA.  In 
general we do not specify specific noise attenuation methods as suggested by 
the commenter (e.g. vibratory pile insertion, use of electric motors, a vessel 
noise mitigation plan, sound proofing homes) but rather require compliance 
with the referenced noise performance criteria. Therefore, the noise 
attributable to the facility would remain below 55 dBA  Ldn.  We 
acknowledge in the EIS that there would be a significant and unavoidable 
adverse impact on the residents of the Town of Quintana during 
construction, which would include noise impacts.  Regarding comments on 
vessel backing and associated noise and vibration, refer to revisions based on 
further assessment in section 4.11.2.2. 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 14 

L3-17 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 15 

L3-18:  The referenced noise limits are designed to address existing sensitive 
receptors and can not anticipate where future development would occur.  

L3-19:  Freeport LNG will be required to comply with the 55 dBA Ldn limit.   

L3-17 
cont’d 

L3-18 

L3-19 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 16 

L3-20:  Construction hours will comply with local requirements including local and 
federal noise limits.  Pile driving will be restricted to daytime hours.    

L3-21:  Noise associated with truck traffic will be required to comply with local 
regulations for engine braking.     

L3-19 
cont’d 

L3-20 

L3-21 



144 

Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 17 

L3-21 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 18 

L3-22 

L3-22:  The final EIS addresses the required range of socioeconomic impacts in 
section 4.8 of the EIS. 

 

L3-23 

L3-23:  Socioeconomic impacts are addressed in section 4.8 of the final EIS.  
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 19 

L3-23 
cont’d 

L3-24:  Regarding cultural impacts associated with Freeport LNG’s purchase of 
homes in the historic Town of Quintana, see section 4.9.2.  

  Socioeconomic impacts of the purchase of homes are discussed in section 
4.8.  

L3-24 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 20 

L3-24 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 21 

L3-24 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 22 

L3-25 

L3-25: Freeport LNG has not stated whether it would raze homes purchased.  It 
would be speculative to forecast if or when water service in the town would 
need to be adjusted to meet future conditions.  

 

L3-26:  We agree that the Freeport LNG terminal has not had the number of ships 
per year call on its existing facility as was permitted.  However, a full 
environmental and navigation safety review of the ship traffic proposed in 
the current project was completed and determined to not present any 
significant problems. 

 The socioeconomic issues related to ship traffic are identified in section 
4.8.6. 

L3-26 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 23  

L3-26 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 24 

L3-26 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 25 

L3-27:  See revision in Executive Summary of the EIS. 

 
 L3-27 

L3-26 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 26 

L3-28 

L3-28:  See section 4.3.1. 

 

L3-29:  Traffic issues are addressed in section 4.8.5 of the EIS. 
L3-29 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 27 

L3-29 
cont’ 

L3-30:  Impacts to cultural resources including the historic Town of Quintana are 
addressed in section 4.9.2. 

 

L3-30 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 28 

L3-30 
cont’d 

L3-31:  The NBS and Xeriscape Park are described in section 4.5. 

 

L3-31 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 29 

L3-32: Section 4.5.3, which addresses impacts and mitigation for migratory birds, 
has been revised.  Also see Freeport LNG’s Migratory Birds Conservation 
and Compliance Plan.  Freeport LNG’s bird-strike study indicates minor 
impacts to migratory birds and therefore, we conclude further avian studies 
are unnecessary. 

 

 

L3-32 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 30 

L3-32 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 31 

L3-32 
cont’d 

L3-33: Freeport LNG’s bird-strike study indicates minor impacts to migratory birds 
and therefore, we conclude further avian studies are unnecessary. 

 
L3-33  
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 32 

L3-34 

L3-34:  Four hundred calls per year are authorized, and 400 calls per year were 
assumed for some analyses, such as discharge of ballast water and noise 
impacts.  However, air quality impacts were calculated assuming 200 calls 
per year and 180,000 cubic meters of LNG carrier capacity (approximately 
36 million cubic meters per year of LNG throughput). This assumption is 
conservative because the liquefaction capacity of the Project is 13.2 million 
metric tons (30 million cubic meters of LNG) per year.   

 While LNG carriers  with lower carrying capacity may be used, the 
emissions per call from such vessels would be less. The lower-capacity LNG 
carrier would use smaller engines and/or boilers, few tugs would be needed, 
and the time in port would be briefer.  Hence, the results of the analysis 
performed with 200 high-capacity LNG carriers are representative of the 
impact on air quality impacts of the Proposed Action. 

 L3-35:  See section 4.11.1.2. 

  

L3-28 L3-35 

L3-36 

L3-36:  See section 4.3.5 for a discussion of wetland mitigation. 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 33 

L3-36 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 34 

L3-37: See figure 2.3-1 of the EIS. 

 
L3-37 

L3-36 
cont’d 
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 35 

L3-38 

L3-38:  Visual impacts have been addressed in section 4.7.3, the alternative analysis 
for raising the berm is addressed in section 3.3.1. 

 

L3-39 L3-39:  Cumulative impacts have been addressed in section 4.12.   
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Local Agencies 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
L3 – Blackburn Carter for Town of Quintana – Page 36 

L3-40 
L3-40:  Exhibits are not included in this comment and response documents.  These 

are available on the FERC E-library. 

Note:   Because of the lengthy attachments to this comment letter.  We are only 
including the summary letter. 

 The attachments can be found under Assession No.  20140505-5239 in 
our E-library system. 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 
N1 – Laborer’s International Union of North America (LIUNA) – Page 1 

N1-1 N1-1:  Comments acknowledged..  
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N1-2 

N1 – Laborer’s International Union of North America (LIUNA) – Page 2 

N1-2:  Freeport LNG would have to comply with federal labor laws, and has stated 
in the socioeconomic section that it expects a substantial number of the 
workers would be hired locally.  Sections 4.8 and 5.10 address Project 
related socioeconomic impacts. 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N1-2 
con’t 

N1 – Laborer’s International Union of North America (LIUNA) – Page 3 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 
N2 – Sierra Club Comments 

N2-1 

N2-1:  Comment acknowledged.  

 

Note:   Because of the lengthy attachments to this comment letter.  We are only 
including the summary letter. 

 The attachments can be found under Accession No.  20140505-5239 in 
our E-library system. 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-2 N2-2 Comment acknowledged.  Portions of the EIS have been revised to present 
information made public after the draft EIS was issued.   

 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 
N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-3: Comment acknowledged.  See section 4.6.  

 
N2-3 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-4 
N2-4: Comment acknowledged. See section 1.4. 

N2-5 

N2-5:  The alternatives analysis provided in the EIS is consistent with the 
CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1500.  Additional information on 
alternatives can be found in section 3.0 of the EIS.  We consider an 
alternative until it is proven to not be significantly environmentally 
preferable to the proposal  or doesn’t meet the stated purpose and 
need. As stated in Section 3 of the final EIS our alternatives analysis 
considers whether the Project meets the stated purpose and need.  Our 
analysis included  consideration of a wide range of alternatives 
including those identified by commenters.     

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-6 
N2-6: The US DOE has sole jurisdiction over the export of LNG as identified in 

section 1.1. 

N2-7 

N2-7: The DOE povided a confidential approval for the export of LNG at 
Freeport’s facility.  This EIS specifically evaluates the siting and operation 
of the proposed project.  The purpose and need statement in the EIS serves 
as a disclosure of Freeport LNG’s stated purpose to which the FERC is 
responding and provides the basis for developing a reasonable range of 
alternatives. FERC staff neither endorses nor opposes Freeport’s assertions 
of need.  

 Section 3 of the EIS contains a thorough analysis of alternatives to the 
Freeport LNG Project, including the No-Action alternative.  

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-8 

N2-8: Our assessment of the No-Action alternative clearly states that with the 
No Action Alternative”… the environmental impacts described in this 
EIS would not occur.”  The market will ultimately decide which and 
how many LNG export facilities will be built and operated.    

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-10 

N2-9: Comment acknowledged. The final EIS has adequately addressed alternative 
sites.  See section 3.3. 

 
N2-9 

N2-10: Comment acknowledged. See section 3.3. 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-11 

N2-11: We agree that the Freeport LNG terminal has not had the number of 
ships per year call on its existing facility as was permitted; however, 
they are permitted to do so, and the environmental effects of those ships 
were reviewed and determined to be environmentally acceptable in 
previous dockets.  There would be no cumulative effects of shipping 
resulting from the Project as there are no changes proposed to the 
number or size of vessels that are currently authorized to call on the 
Terminal.   We do not believe this to be misleading, as we clearly state  
the number of vessels that are authorized for the Terminal. Further, the 
U.S. Coast Guard (Coast Guard) is the federal agency responsible for 
determining the suitability of waterways for LNG marine traffic.   The 
FERC relies on the Coast Guard to carry out the necessary evaluations 
under its jurisdiction for LNG facilities, and we incorporate the findings 
of the Coast Guard into our environmental reviews of LNG export and 
import terminals. 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-13 

N2-12: The FERC does not see a difference in treatment of vessel traffic 
between sections. Potential impacts on water quality and aquatic life 
from the vessels associated with the proposed Project are included in 
those sections in a manner consistent with the types of impacts likely to 
occur (i.e., potential changes in water quality from ballast discharges and 
impacts to aquatic life from water quality changes).  The air quality 
analysis in Section 4.11.1 addresses the air impacts associated with the 
vessel traffic that would be associated with the proposed Project.  

N2-12 

N2-13: The EIS does not rely on data from previous NEPA documents to 
evaluate impacts of the proposed Project.  Freeport LNG is not 
proposing to increase the number or size of LNG carriers currently 
authorized to call on the terminal, those earlier documents are referred to 
because they were part of the decision-making process to authorize LNG 
carrier trips from the territorial seas to the existing berthing facilities at 
the Freeport LNG Terminal.    

N2-14 N2-14: See the response to N-13 above.  

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-15 

N2-15: The draft EIS clearly describes the operating emissions for the Proposed 
Action.  See page 4-214 under “Air Pollutant Emissions from 
Operation”.  

N2-16 

N2-17: The impacts of the consolidated operating emissions from the Proposed 
Action were assessed by air dispersion modeling. This is clearly 
described in section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS. This modeling included (1) 
vessel emissions, (2) the Project’s onshore emission sources, (3) nearby 
non-Project emission sources, and (4) background concentrations. 

N2-16: See section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

N2-17 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-18 
N2-18: Simultaneous liquefaction and vaporization facilities operation would not 

occur, and as such were not modeled. 

For PM2.5 impacts of Freeport LNG operations are less than the NAAQS.  
See table 4.11.1-11 of the EIS. 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-19 

N2-19: As the values reported in Tables 4.11.1-8 and 4.11.1-9 represent 
maximum values that would not occur at the same time and location, 
adding the values presents a case that is technically impossible and 
would not occur.  

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



180 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-20 

N2-20: The EIS clearly delineates the emissions due to construction and 
operation of the Project in tables 4.11.1-3 through 4.11.1-8 of the EIS. 

N2-21 

N2-21: All emissions, including VOC emissions are summed correctly.  
Footnote 17 refers to a 1990 letter from the EPA which pertains to 
guidelines which should be used in calculating and reporting emission 
rates and concentrations when determining compliance with the new 
source performance standards and national emission standards for 
hazardous pollutants.  It does not pertain to preparation of emission 
inventories for New Source Review or EISs nor does it pertain to 
emissions compared to the major source thresholds. 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-23 

N2-22: The discussion of the effects of the Projects are substantive and 
adequate.  Freeport LNG will conduct its operations in a 
manner that would minimize emission of ozone precursors and 
this would be enforced by permit conditions.   

N2-23: The conformity analysis does not consider operational emissions from 
the liquefaction and Pretreatment Plant because these are exempt from 
the conformity determination thresholds because these emissions would 
be covered under a New Source Review Permit.  

N2-22 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-25 

N2-24:  See text edit on page 4-207 of the EIS. 

 The air permits require Freeport LNG to purchase 67.4 and 18.1 tpy of 
NOx offsets for the Pretreatment Plant and the Liquefaction Plant, 
respectively. 

N2-24 

N2-26 

N2-26:  FERC relies upon EPA GWP for their various GHG permitting 
programs.  If EPA updates these values, they will be used in our 
analysis. 

N2-25:  See section 4.11. 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



183 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-27 
N2-27: See response N2-26. 

  

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



184 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-28 
N2-28: See section 4.12.4 under climate change. 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



185 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

  

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-29 

N2-29:  See section 4.12.4 under the climate change 

N2-30 N2-30: Wetland impacts are discussed in section 4.3.5.  

 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-31 

N2-31: See Section 4.10  

 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



188 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-32 

N2-32: Ship transits for the Freeport LNG terminal were considered in Dockets 
CP03-75 and CP05-361 using similar hazard zones.  The May 2012 
Report to Congress entitled “Liquefied Natural Gas Safety Research” 
states that “based on the data collected from the large-scale LNG pool 
fire tests conducted, thermal (fire) hazard distances to the public from 
large LNG pool fires will decrease by at least two to seven percent 
compared to results obtained from previous studies.”  This report did 
not indicate shortcomings with the previous analysis.  In addition, the 
USCG continually assesses the waterway based on the most current 
information. 

N2-33 

N2-33: See Section 4.10   

 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-34 

N2-34: We agree that the end users would cause environmental impacts; 
however, neither the location nor the footprint of these impacts is 
known.  Consequently, an analysis would be speculative and provide no 
meaningful data for decision makers to consider. 

N2-35 

N2-35: The commenter contends that the proposed Project and other planned 
LNG export projects, if constructed and operated, will cause an increase 
in environmental impacts from induced gas production and pipeline 
transportation.  First, no specific shale-gas play has been identified as a 
source of natural gas and the proposed Project does not depend on 
additional shale gas production, which may occur for reasons unrelated 
to the Projects and over which the Commission has no control, such as 
state permitting for additional gas wells.  The development of natural 
gas in shale by hydraulic fracturing is not the subject of this EIS nor is 
the issue directly related to the proposed Project.  Determining the well 
and gathering line locations and the environmental impacts associated 
with their development and operation is not feasible as the market and 
gas availability at any given time would determine the source of the 
natural gas.  Further, future shale production is not reasonably 
foreseeable because local governments make the decisions concerning 
siting and timing of wells and gathering lines.  Consequently, the 
Commission cannot know the specifics of when, where, or even if, shale 
production will occur.  Therefore, an analysis of shale production would 
be too speculative for inclusion in the Freeport LNG EIS because the 
impact cannot be described with sufficient specificity to make its 
consideration useful to a reasoned decision maker. 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



191 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



192 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



194 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



195 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



196 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



197 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



198 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



199 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



200 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



201 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



202 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



203 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



204 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



205 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



206 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



207 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



208 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



209 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



210 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



211 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



212 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



213 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



214 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



215 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-35 
con’t 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



216 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-36 

N2-36: The DOE has exclusive jurisdiction over the export of natural gas as a 
commodity.  Consequently, consideration of impacts related to increased 
exports of LNG are not included in the Freeport LNG EIS.  However, we 
note that studies conducted by NERA indicate that LNG exports is self-
limiting, in that little or no natural gas will be exported if the price of 
natural gas in the US increases much above current expectations (NERA, 
2014).  

 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-36 
con’t 

N-37: Gas consumption by end users is not within the scope of this EIS.  However, 
even if consumption was evaluated here, the analysis would need to be 
based almost entirely on speculation.  Because end uses have not been 
identified at this time, it is not possible to consider impacts of end use.  
Further, the impacts of end use in foreign, likely non-adjacent, countries is 
beyond the scope of a project proposed within the United States and 
evaluated under NEPA and CEQ regulations. 

N2-37 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-37 
con’t  

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-37 
con’t  

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-37 
con’t  

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



221 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-38 
N2-38:  See response to N2-34 relative to the economic harm of LNG 

exports and N2-35 for cumulative impacts. 
 

N2-37 
con’t  

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



222 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

N2-39 
N-39:   The EIS is consistent with NEPA and meets CEQ requirements.  As 

described above we have taken a hard look at alternatives, and once it 
becomes clear that an alternative fails one or more of our evaluation criteria, 
it is eliminated from further consideration.   This reduces the length of our 
environmental documents, while coming to a reasoned conclusion.  The final 
EIS provides complete, consistent, and up-to-date data and comprehensive 
review of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. 

N2-38 
con’t  

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 
N2 – Sierra Club Comments 
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Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 
N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



225 

Non Governmental Group Comments 

NON GOVERNMENTAL GROUP COMMENTS 

?-1 

Note:   Because of the lengthy attachments to this comment letter.  We are only 
including the summary letter. 

 The attachments can be found under Accession No.  20140505-5239 in 
our E-library system. 

N2 – Sierra Club Comments 



226 

COASTAL BEND COMMENTS 

Coastal Bend Comments 

G1-1 C-1:  Commenter’s support of the Project is noted. 

 

C-1 

C-1 – Coast Bend Property Development, LP, Daniel D. Rucker 



227 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

G1-1 
IND1-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

IND1-1 

IND1 – John F. Castella 



228 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND2-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

 

IND2 – Howard and Susan Wailes 

IND2-1 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND2 – Howard and Susan Wailes (cont’d) 



230 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND3-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

 

IND3 – Miguel M. Suarez and Celia von Mering 

IND3-1 



231 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND3 – Miguel M. Suarez and Celia von Mering (cont’d) 

IND3-2 
IND3-2:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

 



232 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND4-#:  Extraterritorial jurisdiction agreements are municipal issues that we will 
not  address. 

IND4 – Harold Doty, Houston, TX – Page 1 

IND4-#:  To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, 
prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of 
service (see section 5.15).  

 Section 4.10.9 summarizes the FERC’s conclusion that the facility designs 
would mitigate potential impact to the off-site public. 

 



233 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND4-#:  Section 4.10.9 summarizes the FERC’s conclusion that the facility designs 
would mitigate potential impact to the off-site public. 

 

IND4 – Harold Doty, Houston, TX – Page 2 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND4 – Harold Doty, Houston, TX – Page 3 



235 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND4 – Harold Doty, Houston, TX – Page 4 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND4 – Harold Doty, Houston, TX – Page 5 



237 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND5 – Dorothy Brandt 

IND5-1 IND5-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

 



238 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND6-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

IND6 – Steve Alongis 

IND6-1 



239 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND7-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

IND7– Jim Martin 

IND7-1 



240 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND8-1: Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

IND8– Linda Martin 

IND8-1 



241 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND8 – Linda Martin (cont’d) 

IND8-2: Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND8-2 



242 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND9-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND9 – Debbie Alongis 

IND9-1 



243 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND10-1 : Comment acknowledged. 

IND10 – Donald A. Centanni 

IND10-1 



244 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND11-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND11 – Gary Wilson and Kathy Wilson 

IND11-1 



245 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND12-1: Comment acknowledged. 

IND12 – Connie Perlander 

IND12-1 



246 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND13-1: Comment acknowledged. 

IND13 – W. J. Morrison 

IND13-1 



247 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND14-1: Comment acknowledged. 

IND14– Steve Alongis 

IND14-1 



248 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND15-1: Comment acknowledged. 

IND15 – John F. Castella 

IND15-1 



249 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND16 – Christopher Kall 

IND16-1 
IND16-1: Comment acknowledged. 



250 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND16-2: Comment acknowledged.  FERC staff believes that its environmental 
review and EIS evaluated and fairly identifies the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project.  Portions of the EIS have 
been revised to present information made public after the draft EIS was 
issued.   

IND16 – Christopher Kall (cont’d) 

IND16-2 

IND16-3 

IND16-3:    The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  



251 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND17-1:    To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

   

IND17 – James Kall, Jr. 

IND17-1 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND17 – James Kall, Jr. (cont’d) 



253 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND18-1: To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

   

 

 
IND18 – Susan Massey 

IND18-1 



254 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND18-2: The facility has been designed, and would be required, to comply with 
local, state and federal (NAAQS) health based and other air regulations. 
In addition, see IND18-1.. 

 We address the request for air monitoring in section 4.11.  

 

 

 
IND18 – Susan Massey (cont’d) 

IND18-2 



255 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND19-1: As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

 

 
IND19 – Bob Pratt 

IND19-1 

IND19-2 

IND19-2: Comment acknowledged. See IND19-1.   
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND19 – Bob Pratt (cont’d) 

IND19-4 

IND19-4:  Comments acknowledged. See IND19-1.   

IND19-3:   Regulatory authority over Pretreatment Plant and 
discussion of scope of study is dscussed.in section 
4.10.1. IND19-3 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND19 – Bob Pratt (cont’d) 

IND19-6 
IND19-6:  The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 

export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation 
of particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC 
any authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 

IND19-5:    The facility has been designed, and would be required, to comply with 
local, state and federal (NAAQS) health based and other air regulations. 
In addition, see IND18-1.. 

 We address the request for air monitoring in section 4.11.  

IND19-5 



258 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND20-1: Comment acknowledged. . 

 

 
IND20– Mike Airbinder 

IND20-1 



259 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND21-1: Comment acknowledged. 

 
IND21 – Scott Johnson 

IND21-1 



260 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND22-1: Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

 

 
IND22 – Evie Johnson 

IND22-1 



261 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND23-1: Comment acknowledged.  

 
IND 23– Miguel Suarez  

IND23-1 



262 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND 23– Miguel Suarez (cont’d) 



263 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND24 - Linda Martin  

IND24-1: Comment acknowledged.  

 

IND24-1 



264 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND24 – Linda Martin (Cont’d) 



265 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND24 - Linda Martin (Cont’d) 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND24 - Linda Martin (Cont’d) 

IND24-1: Comment acknowledged.  

 IND24-1 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND24 - Linda Martin (Cont’d) 



268 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND25– Roy Marsh  

IND25-1: Comment acknowledged.  

IND25-4: As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 
IND25-5: To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 

the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND25-1 

IND25-4 

IND25-5 

IND25-2: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

IND25-3: As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 

IND25-2 

IND25-3 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND25 – Roy Marsh (Cont’d) 

IND25-6: Please see section 4.11.1.  

  
IND25-6 



270 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 
IND26 – Patty Brinkmeyer 

IND26-1: Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

IND26-1 



271 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

IND27-1 

IND27-1: Comment acknowledged.  

 

 

IND27 – Glenn and Colleen Ecord, Houston, TX – Page 1 

IND27-2 
IND27-2:  Comment acknowledged.  



272 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 

IND27 – Glenn and Colleen Ecord, Houston, TX – Page 2 



273 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 

IND28 – Patty P. Brinkmeyer, Quintana, TX 

IND28-1 

IND28-1:  Comment acknowledged.  



274 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 

IND29 – Louise Stohr, Freeport, TX 

IND29-1 IND29-1:  Section 3.3.2 addresses site selection criteria considered for the 
Pretreatment Plant and details why the Pretreatment Plant Site was chosen 
and is preferable to alternative sites. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

Individual Comments 

 

IND30 – Laura Jones, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

IND30-1 

IND30-1: Comment acknowledged.  

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

 The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND30 – Laura Jones, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND30-2:   This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 

 

IND30-3:   Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 

IND30-4:    This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND30-3 

IND30-1 
cont’d 

IND30-2 

IND30-4 

IND30-5 

 

IND30-5:  Comment acknowledged. 
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IND31– Larry G. Jones, Freeport TX 

IND31-1 IND31-1:  To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

IND31-2 

IND31-2:  Section 4.10.8 addresses security of the Freeport LNG facilities. 
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IND32– Nancy Laurie, Corpus Christi, TX – Page 1 

IND32-1:  The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

  

IND32- 1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 
 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 

the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND32- 1 
cont’d 

IND32-3:  Comment acknowledged. 

 IND32-3 

IND32-2 

IND32-2:   This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 
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IND33– James Moon, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

IND33-1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 
 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 

the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND33-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND33-2 
IND33-2:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND33-1 
cont’d 

IND33-2 

IND33-2:   This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 
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IND34– Harold Hendricks, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

IND34-1 

IND34-1: Comment acknowledged.  

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 
 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 

the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

 The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND34– Harold Hendricks, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND34-3 IND34-3:  Comment acknowledged.   

IND34-1 

cont’d 

IND34-2 

IND34-2:   This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 
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IND35– Chuck Owens, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

IND35-1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND35-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND35– Chuck Owens, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND35-3 
IND35-3:  Comment acknowledged.  

 

IND35-1 
cont’d 

IND35-2 
IND35-2:  This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 
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IND36– Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX  

IND36-2 

IND36-1:  Comment acknowledged.  
IND36-1 

IND36-2:   This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 
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IND37– Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND37-1 

IND37-1:  Section 4.5.1.1 addresses potential impacts and mitigation for wildlife in 
the Pretreatment Plant site under “Liquefaction Project Impacts” . 

 

IND37-2 
IND37-2:  The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 

export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

. 
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IND38– Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND38-1 
IND38-1:  Section 2.1.2 describes the Pretreatment Plant components. In the EIS 

Pretreatment Plant impacts and mitigation are addressed. 
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IND39 – Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND39-1 

IND39-1:  We have updated the data in section 4.8.2 of the EIS. 
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IND40– Patty Heidel, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

IND40-1 

IND40-1:  This is addressed in section 4.11 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during 
construction and operations of the facility.  

IND40-2 

IND40-2:  This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  

IND40-3:  To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10 

IND40-4:  As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the 
Pretreatment Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, 
and we do not anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties 
or homes. The Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site 
would be constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned 
property available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. 
The area is already utilized for LNG import and other industrial 
activities. The Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a 
“commercial area”.  

IND40-3 

IND40-4 

IND40-5 

IND40-5:  As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting 
Design Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will 
be minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to 
a data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife.  

IND40-6:  See IND40-4. 

IND40-6 
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IND40– Patty Heidel, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND40-7 

IND40-7:  The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination 
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IND41– Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND41-1 

IND41-1:  As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 

 

IND41-2:  The EIS has been edited to describe this area as “commercial.” 

 

IND41-3:  Comment acknowledged.  FERC staff believes that its environmental 
review and EIS evaluated and fairly identifies the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project.  Portions of the EIS have 
been revised to present information made public after the draft EIS was 
issued. 

IND41-2 

IND41-3 
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IND42 – Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND42-1 
IND42-1:  Section 2.1.3 addresses Freeport LNG’s continued evaluation of 

potential water sources. 
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IND43 – Bill & Susan Massey, Oyster Creek, TX 

IND43-1 IND43-1:  Commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted. 

IND43-2 

IND43-3 

IND43-2:  Section 2.1.3 addresses Freeport LNG’s continued evaluation of 
potential water sources. 

IND43-3:  To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  
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IND44– Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND44-1 

IND44-1:  Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  
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IND45– Glenda Muir, Freeport, TX 

IND45-1 

IND45-1:  As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND46 – Gilbert Muir, Richwood, TX 

IND46-1 

IND46-1:  As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

IND46-2 

IND46-3 

IND46-5 

IND46-4 

IND46-3:  Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.   

IND46-2:  This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

 

IND46-4:  Comment acknowledged.  FERC staff believes that its environmental 
review and EIS evaluated and fairly identifies the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project.  Portions of the EIS have 
been revised to present information made public after the draft EIS was 
issued.  

IND46-5:  There are no modifications to the levee system. 
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IND47 – James T. Maher, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

IND47-1 

IND47-1:  The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination. 

 

IND47-2 

IND47-3 

IND47-4 

IND47-2:  As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 

IND47-3:  Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

IND47-4:  See section 4.3 of the EIS. 
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IND47 – James T. Maher, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND47-5 

IND47-5:  Comment acknowledged.   
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IND48 – Howard Wailes, Bryan Beach, TX – Page 1 

IND48-1 

IND48-1:  Comment acknowledged.   
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IND48 – Howard Wailes, Bryan Beach, TX – Page 2 

IND48-2:  Comment acknowledged.   

IND48-2 
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IND49 – Suzanne Coots, Freeport, TX 

IND49-1 

IND49-1:  Comment acknowledged. 
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IND50 – Hanh Nguyen, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND50-1 

IND50-1:  As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the 
Pretreatment Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, 
and we do not anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties 
or homes. The Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site 
would be constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned 
property available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. 
The area is already utilized for LNG import and other industrial 
activities. The Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a 
“commercial area”. 

 

IND50-2:  To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

 

 

IND50-2 
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IND51-1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND51-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND51-2 

IND51-2:   This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 

IND51-3 
IND51-3: Comment acknowledged. 
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IND52 – Linda and George Cressman, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

IND52-3 

IND52-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND52-2:   This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

 

 

IND52-3:  The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination 

IND52-2 

IND52-1 
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IND52-4 IND52-4:  See section 4.11.1.  To ensure safety and reliability, we identified 
specific recommendations for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport 
LNG prior to initial site preparation, prior to construction of final 
design, prior to commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, 
and prior to commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

 

IND52-5:  Section 4.7.2.1 addresses impacts to recreational activity in the area.  

IND52-5 

IND52-4 
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IND53 – David Cole, Freeport, TX  

IND53-1 

IND53-1:  Comment acknowledged. 
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IND54-1 

IND54-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND54-2 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 
 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 

the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND54-2: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND54-2 
cont’d 

IND54-3 

IND54-4 

IND54-3:  Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

 

IND54-4:  Comment acknowledged. 
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IND55-1 

. 

 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 
 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 

the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND55-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND55-1 
cont’d 

IND55-2 

IND55-3 
IND55-3:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND55-2:   This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 
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IND56 – Unknown 

IND56-1 

IND56-1:  Comment acknowledged.   
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IND57 – Unknown 

IND57-1 

IND57-1:  Section 1.4.4 of the EIS details the draft EIS comment meeting and 
addresses extending the comment period. 
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IND58 – Teresa Cornelison 

IND58-1 

IND58-1:  Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address noise and vibration during        
construction and operation of the facility.  We acknowledge in the EIS 
that there would be a significant and unavoidable adverse impact on the 
residents of the Town of Quintana during construction.  

IND58-2 

IND58-2:  To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 
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IND59-1 IND59-1:  Comment acknowledged. 
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IND59 – Michelle and Mark Napier, League City, TX – Page 2 

IND59-2 

IND59-2:  Comment acknowledged.   
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IND60-1:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND60-1 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND61 – Richard D. Linn, Freeport, TX 

IND61-1 

IND61-1:  Comment acknowledged.  To ensure safety and reliability, we identified 
specific recommendations for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport 
LNG prior to initial site preparation, prior to construction of final 
design, prior to commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, 
and prior to commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  
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Individual Comments 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND62 – Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND62-1 

IND62-1:  The facility has been designed, and would be required, to comply with 
local, state and federal (NAAQS) health based and other air regulations. 
In addition, see IND18-1.. 

 We address the request for air monitoring in section 4.11.  

 The Pretreatment Plant portion of the project is covered under 49 CFR 
192 and is being addressed as part of the review of the entire Freeport 
LNG Projects.  

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND63 – Margeret Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND63-1 
IND63-1:    Comment acknowledged. 

IND63-2:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND63-3:  Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

IND63-2 

IND63-3 
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Individual Comments 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND64 – Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND64-1 

IND64-1:    Comment acknowledged.  

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

 The EIS clearly delineates all emissions, including VOC emissions 
which are summed correctly and detailed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS.  
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND65 – Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, VI 

IND65-1 IND65-1:    The USACE authorizes dredging activities and the disposal of dredging 
materials; see section 2.4.1.  Dredging noise is discussed in section 
4.11.2 of the EIS. 
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IND66-1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND66-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND66– David Collins, Cypress, TX – Page 2 

IND66-2 

IND66-2:  This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 

IND66-3:    Comment acknowledged. 

IND66-1 
cont’d 

IND66-3 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND67– Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX – Page 1 

IND67-1 

IND67-1:  See revisions to section 4.8. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND67– Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX– Page 2 

IND67-1 
cont’d 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND68– Robert Pratt, Lake Jackson, TX 

IND68-1 

IND68-1:    See revisions to section 4.8. 
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IND69 – Richard D. Linn, Freeport, TX – Page 1  

IND69-1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND69-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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Individual Comments 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND69 – Richard D. Linn, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND69-1 
cont’d 

IND69-2:   This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 

IND69-2 

IND69-3 
IND69-3:    Comment acknowledged. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND70 – Diana Stokes, Lake Jackson, TX – Page 1 

IND70-1  As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND70-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND70 – Diana Stokes, Lake Jackson, TX – Page 2 

IND70-1 
cont’d 

IND70-3:    Comment acknowledged.  

 

IND70-2:   This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 

. 

 

IND70-2 

IND70-3 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND71 – David Lynsavage, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

IND71-1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND70-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND71 – David Lynsavage, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND71-1 
cont’d 

IND71-3:    Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND71-2:   This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 

. 

 

IND71-2 

IND71-3 
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IND72 – Michelle and Mark Napier, League City, TX – Page 1 

IND72-1:    Comment acknowledged. 

 

IND72-1 
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Individual Comments 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND72 – Michelle and Mark Napier, League City, TX – Page 2 

IND72-2:    See section 4.8.4 and 4.8.5 of the EIS. 

 
IND72-2 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND73 – Michelle Oldham, Freeport, TX  

IND73-1 

IND73-1:  This is addressed in section 4.12.4 under the subheading Climate 
Change. 
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Individual Comments 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND74 – Cooksey & Marcin, PLLC for Patricia and Victor Ruiz 

IND74-1 

IND74-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  
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Individual Comments 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND75 – Richard D. Linn, Freeport, TX 

IND75-1 
IND75-1:    This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND75-2 
IND75-2:   To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 

for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 
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Individual Comments 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND76 – Randall Valk, Houston, TX – Page 1 

IND76-2 

IND76-1 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

 

 

 

IND76-1 

IND76-2: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  
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Individual Comments 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

IND76-3 

IND76-3:   Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND76 – Randall Valk, Houston, TX – Page 2 

IND76-4 IND76-4:   Comment acknowledged. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
IND77 – Richard D. Linn, Freeport, TX 

IND77-2 IND77-2:   To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

 

 

IND77-1: This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

. 

 

IND77-1 
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IND78-1 

IND78 – Robert J. Maddison, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND78-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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Individual Comments 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

IND78-1 
cont’d 

IND78-2:  This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND78 – Robert J. Maddison, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND78-2 

IND78-3 IND78-3:    Comment acknowledged. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

IND79-1 

IND79 – Donald & Ruby Davis, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND79-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

IND79-2 

IND79 – Donald & Ruby Davis, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND79-2:  This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 

IND79-3:    Comment acknowledged. 

IND79-1 
cont’d 

IND79-3 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

IND80-1 

IND80 – Ronald E. McClung, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND80-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND80-1 
cont’d 

IND80 – Ronald E. McClung, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND80-2:  This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND80-3:    Comment acknowledged. 

IND80-2 

IND80-3 
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IND81-1 

IND81 – A. Paul & Starlet Zuma, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND81-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

IND81-2 

IND81 – A. Paul & Starlet Zuma, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND81-2:  This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 

IND81-3:    Comment acknowledged. 

IND81-3 

IND81-1 
cont’d 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

IND82-1 

IND82 – Anne del Prado, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

. 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND82-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND82 – Anne del Prado, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND82-2:  This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 

IND82-3:    Comment acknowledged. 

IND82-2 

IND82-3 
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IND83 – Malinda Barber, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND83-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND83 – Malinda Barber, Freeport, TX – Page 2 

IND83-2:  This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND83-3:    Comment acknowledged. 

IND83-2 

IND83-1 
cont’d 
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IND84 – Dianne G. Maddison, TX – Page 1 

 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

 To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND84-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND84-2:  This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND84-3:    Comment acknowledged. 
IND84-3 

IND84-1 
cont’d 
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 As noted in Section 4.5.3.1 we have looked at the potential impacts from 
facility lighting on wildlife and have concluded that, given Freeport 
LNG’s mitigation efforts and the Freeport LNG Facility Lighting Design 
Plan (FLDP), impacts to migratory and non-migratory birds will be 
minor.  On December 6, 2013 Freeport LNG submitted a response to a 
data request (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) that 
addresses additional mitigation measures.  Section 4.5.2 addresses the 
Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge.  We anticipate Project related 
activities to have a minor impact on wildlife. 

  To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations for 
the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site preparation, 
prior to construction of final design, prior to commissioning, prior to 
introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to commencement of service (see 
section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island Evacuation 
Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in responses to a FERC 
Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since the 
beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the ERP is 
up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG should file its 
updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as instructions to handle on-
site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline and 
LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and safety 
systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

IND85-1: The Department of Energy (DOE) has exclusive jurisdiction over the 
export of natural gas as a commodity. DOE has delegated to the FERC 
the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of 
particular facilities the site at which such facilities would be located  
with respect to natural gas, that involves the construction of new 
domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit for exports. 
However, the Secretary of the DOE has not delegated to the FERC any 
authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the 
commodity itself or to consider the type of issues raised by the 
commenter as part of the FERC’s public interest determination.  

 As noted in section 4.8, the main operational footprint of the Pretreatment 
Plant is located at least 0.5 mile from the nearest residence, and we do not 
anticipate any impact on the value of adjacent properties or homes. The 
Liquefaction Plant would be adjacent to the terminal site would be 
constructed and operated on undeveloped, industrial-zoned property 
available to Freeport LNG through existing lease agreements. The area is 
already utilized for LNG import and other industrial activities. The 
Pretreatment Plant site is characterized in the EIS as a “commercial area”. 
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IND85-2:  This is addressed in section 4.8.2, 4.8.3, and 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

 Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

 This is addressed in section 4.3 of the EIS 

IND85-3:    Comment acknowledged. 
IND85-3 

IND85-1 
cont’d 
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IND86-1:  To ensure safety and reliability, we identified specific recommendations 
for the Projects to be addressed by Freeport LNG prior to initial site 
preparation, prior to construction of final design, prior to 
commissioning, prior to introduction of hazardous fluids, and prior to 
commencement of service (see section 5.15).  

 On May 14, 2014 Freeport LNG filed an updated Quintana Island 
Evacuation Plan (Docket Nos. CP12-509-000 and CP12-29-000) in 
responses to a FERC Data Request. 

 The existing ERP for the Freeport LNG terminal has been in place since 
the beginning of operations in July of 2008.  In order to ensure that the 
ERP is up-to-date, the FERC has recommended that Freeport LNG 
should file its updated ERP which includes the Projects, as well as 
instructions to handle on-site hazardous fluid emergencies.  

 As part of our analysis, we evaluated the safety of the proposed pipeline 
and LNG facilities associated with the Projects, related facilities, and 
safety systems.  For other pipeline safety concerns, see section 4.10. 

 

IND86– Laura Jones, Freeport, TX – Page 1 

IND86-2 

IND86-3 

IND86-4 

IND86-2:   Sections  4.11.2, 5.13.1, and 5.13.2 address ambient noise quality during        
construction and operations of the facility.  

IND86-3:  Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) Freeport would be 
required to acquire industrial storm water permits and storm water 
construction permits.  See section 4.3.2. 

IND86-4:  The SWPPP Plan and SPCC Plan ensure the avoidance of indirect impacts 
from stormwater runoff and/or accidental spills on uplands and wetlands 
where wildlife dwell.  See section 4.3.2. 
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IND86-5 IND86-5:   Comment acknowledged. 

IND86 – Laura Jones, Freeport, TX – Page 2 
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IND87-1 IND87-1: Comment acknowledged. 
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IND87-1 
cont’d 
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IND88-1 

IND88-1:  See section 4.12.1 of the EIS. 
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IND88-2 

IND88-2:  See section 4.8.2.1. 

 

IND88-3   IND88-3:  A previous study showed no impact to FWS designated migratory birds of 
concern.  See section 4.5.3. 

 

IND88-4 

IND88-4:  See section 4.8.3.1, 4.10.7 and appendix J. 
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IND88-5 

IND88-5:  See section 4.8.4. 

 

IND88-6 

IND88-6:  See section 4.11.2. 
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IND89-1 IND89-1:  Comment acknowledged. 
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IND90-1:   Comment acknowledged. 

 

 IND90-1 

IND90– Wilma & Johnny Morrison 
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Petitions 

P1– Linda Martin 

P1-1: Petition signers’ support of the Project is noted. 

 

 

P1-1 
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Petitions 

P1– Linda Martin (Cont’d) 

P1-2: Comment Acknowledged. 

 

 

P1-2 
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Petitions 

P1– Linda Martin (Cont’d) 
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Petitions 

P1– Linda Martin (Cont’d) 
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Petitions 

P1– Linda Martin (Cont’d) 
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Petitions 

P1-3: Comment acknowledged. 

 

 

P1-3 

P1– Linda Martin (Cont’d) 



379 

PETITIONS 

Petitions 

P1– Linda Martin (Cont’d) 
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